entirely different fate. He did not die in Jerusalem at all, but was exiled from it ("…and he [Nebuchadnezzar] bound him in fetters to carry him to Babylon"). 2 In contrast to all these traditions, Jeremiah prophesies (22: [18] [19] that no one will lament for the king, and that "with the burial of an ass he shall be buried, dragged and dumped beyond the gates of Jerusalem" (cf. 36:30) . Josephus in Ant. X, 97 advances an echo of Jeremiah's prophecy, along with an attempt to reconcile it with a description of the Babylonian siege in 2 Kings. According to this text, the Babylonians put Jehoiakim to death, and his body was cast in front of the walls of Jerusalem, with no burial.
The existence of multiple and contradictory reports about Jehoiakim's death and burial place has led to a considerable scholarly controversy on the matter of how to 2 reconstruct the historical circumstances surrounding his death and burial. This situation is actually exacerbated by the description of the Babylonian campaign and the precise chronological data about this period in the Babylonian chronicles, despite the fact that they allow us to reconstruct the chronology of the campaign to suppress Jehoiakim's revolt, define quite precisely the time of his death, and raise various hypotheses regarding the circumstances that led up to it.
1.4.

2.1.
The purpose of this article is to reconstruct the historical circumstances pertinent to the end of Jehoiakim's rule. To that goal, I will analyze the various descriptions of the king's death. This analysis leads to the conclusion that he died a natural death even before the Babylonian army reached Jerusalem and that he was buried in his forefathers' burial tomb. Moreover, I will contend that the omission of any reference to his place of burial in the book of Kings was deliberate and stemmed from the author's historiographic distress that resulted from the curses against the king that Jeremiah uttered prior to Jehoiakim's death. Later writers were forced to cope with the absence of a description of the king's burial and tried to explain it in various ways, according to their own conceptual attitudes and historical worldviews.
Eleven years of Jehoiakim's rule: historical background
Jehoiakim was appointed king by Necho II, King of Egypt, upon the latter's return from the battle in Haran, three months after he had killed Josiah at Megiddo (August/September 609 BCE). 3 Necho's action rendered null and void the rule of the younger brother Shalum/Jehoahaz, 4 who was anointed king after the death of their father Josiah (2 Kgs 23:30) . 5 Nothing is known of events in Judah during the first four years of Jehoiakim's rule. During these years the Egyptians firmly One may assume that Jehoiakim had no choice, but to remain loyal to Egypt. 6 2.2.
2.3.
2.4.
The great upheaval of 605 BCE had an impact on Judah. 7 The armies of Nebuchadrezzar defeated the Egyptian legions at Carchemish and broke through into Syria. Egypt's rule over other territories in Syria and Palestine was challenged.
One must assume, however, that the actual subjugation of Judah to Babylon took place during the Babylonian campaign into Syria and Palestine (the ' attu-Land' in the Babylonian chronicles) in the second half of 604 BCE, after five years of Jehoiakim's reign as an Egyptian vassal. Nebuchadrezzar's policy was to maintain the geopolitical arrangements that he found before him when he conquered the area. 9 He allowed Jehoiakim to remain as king of Judah, even though King Necho II of Egypt had appointed him. This measure reflected the premise that a king who had accepted the Egyptian yoke was probably clever enough to accept the Babylonian yoke too. It is conceivable that the Babylonians hoped that these actions would preserve the stability of the region.
Moreover, they could have anticipated that the kings whose rule they confirmed would feel gratitude towards the Babylonian king, and that such gratitude would lead to loyalty towards the new sovereign.
The rapid takeover of attu-Land by the Babylonians, and the Egyptian retreat from the region, left the small kingdoms along the coast and the interior regions with no room for maneuvering. One may assume that the first three years of 
2.6.
Only after three more years, in the month of Kislev (between mid-December 598
and mid-January 597 BCE) Nebuchadrezzar set out to re-establish his rule in the attu-Land. 13 The conquest of 'the city of Judah' (i.e., Jerusalem) stood at the 22 The lack of fulfillment of these words proves that they were uttered before the king's death, and perhaps during the first five years of Jehoiakim's rule, even before the subjugation to Babylon. 23 They certainly do not reflect the events as they actually occurred. 24 The prophet was not describing an actual reality that he personally witnessed, but was cursing the king and prophesying the punishment that is destined to befall him. 
3.2.5.
Jeremiah also came out against the sins of Jehoiakim (22:13-17). He blamed the king and stated: "But you eyes and a mind for nothing but gain, for shedding innocent blood, for oppression and the cruel misuse of power"(v. 17). Nevertheless, it seems that the major problem confronting the author of the Book of Kings was that Jehoiakim was the only king of all the last four kings of Judah who did not meet his punishment at the hands of a foreign king through exile and death on foreign soil.
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In historiographic terms, the author solved this problem through his report of the attack of the 'bands' against Jehoiakim. This attack was an attempt to suppress the rebellion, before the arrival of the main Babylonian forces headed by Nebuchadrezzar. One may then assume that even before the arrival of the main 
3.2.8.
The story, however, portrays the actions if the 'bands' not as the prelude to the conquest of Jerusalem in the time of Jehoiachin, but as Jehoiakim's punishment and as that which led him to his death. 41 For that reason the report in Kings claims that
Yahweh is the one who sent the bands against Jehoiakim ("And Yahweh sent against him…"). 42 Moreover, these bands were sent to Judah with the aim of "destroy them" (24:2). Verses of theological explanation (vv 2-4) were added to the basic account of this punishment. They connected the punishment, linguistically and conceptually, to the divine judgement against Judah that is presented as a consequence of the sins of Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:11-16), and the continued wrath of the ). These verses lead directly to the description of Jehoiakim's death. 43 Thus, the death of Jehoiakim is presented as a result of divine retribution.
This characterization of his death reinforces the assumption that Jehoiakim did indeed die in Jerusalem, and from the author's viewpoint, a 'natural' death. For one may assume that if he had information on other, special historical circumstances that attended the king's death, it would have been described here as conclusive evidence of his sins and the punishment that befell him.
Moreover, the author's awareness of the place and circumstances of Jehoiakim's death explains why the description of the years of his reign ends with the same standard closing formula, like most of the Judean kings, and unlike the other three among the four last kings of Judah. Nonetheless, despite the uniform nature of most parts of the formula in Jehoiakim's case, 44 there is a conspicuous change in the fourth part of it, i.e., at the point in which the king's death is reported 45 along with his burial in a definite site, usually with his fathers. 46 The usual formula is only partially cited. His death is reported ("and Jehoiakim slept with his fathers", 2 Kgs 24:6a), but any reference to the burial or the site of his grave is omitted. 
3.2.10.
There is no explanation, however, for the lack of reference to his burial and his gravesite in the closing formula. The omission may be a reflection of the historical reality and relate it to the events that were taking place in the Jerusalem area at that time, when various bands of mercenaries were preparing the way for the onslaught of the Babylonian army. 50 However, even if we accept this explanation, it is still unclear why the reference to the burial is missing from the account, and particularly so since such a reference could have served the theological inclinations of the author towards Jehoiakim, by demonstrating the fulfillment of Jeremiah's prophecy and highlighting the punishment that the king incurred because of his sins.
Some scholars have explained the omission of the reference to the king's burial by maintaining that the details were unknown to the author when he wrote of these events in Babylon, after being sent into exile with the exile of Jehoiachin. 51 This explanation seems forced and somewhat problematic. It is doubtful whether methodologically it would be correct to explain gaps in information and missing details in this case to the lack of sources available to the author and his lack of knowledge. Even if we accept the premise that the book was written by one of the exiles sent to Babylon with the exile of Jehoiachin, it is still hard to accept his lack 
4.1.
If the lack of reference is not the result of a copyist's error or an omission, it is preferable to explain it in terms of the historiographer's aim. It is hard not to draw a parallel between the omission of a description of Jehoiakim's burial and the author's inclination to depict him as a sinner who is justly punished by God, and to further connect these themes with Jeremiah's grim prophecy, according to which "with the burial of an ass he shall be buried, dragged and dumped beyond the gates of Jerusalem" (22:19, also cf. 36:30) . This is the place where the author could emphasize the punishment of the sinful king. He could not describe it in his closing formula because insofar as he knew the details of the burial, it simply was not so.
However, omitting a description of the burial from the formulaic ending leaves a gaping vacuum in the description, which the readers could not ignore or avoid connecting with the words of Jeremiah. Furthermore, it would seem that from the author's viewpoint he could not have acted differently, for if he had described Jehoiakim's burial and thus contradicted Jeremiah's curse, he would also have had to explain why the prophecy was not fulfilled. 
The Sources for the Reference to
4.3.
It seems, however, that the description in the book of Daniel relies on that in 2
Chronicles. Moreover, the date reported in Daniel does not correspond to the well-grounded historical reconstruction of the days of Jehoiakim. One may assume it was taken from 2 Kgs 24:1, and certainly it cannot be used as the basis for any historical reconstruction.
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The description in Chronicles is brief, slightly contradicting the information available from the other biblical sources. It should be treated as a secondary description that it's only source is the account in Kings, and which designed to express historiographic and ideological aims that belong to a time much later than that of the events themselves. 56 Many scholars have noted that the Chronicler made extensive use of descriptions of the death and burial of kings and fashioned them to comply with his own worldview, and to serve as a testimony to direct divine retribution for the deeds of the kings. 57 Not only he wished to shape the description of the last kings of Judah to fit the basic principles of his doctrine of reward and punishment, but also wished to draw a parallel between the fate of Jehoiakim and that of Jehoahaz, Jehoiachin, and Zedekiah. 58 According to the picture he presented, Jehoahaz, Jehoiakim and Jehoiachin were exiled from their land (2 Chr 36: 4; 6; 10 
5.1.
It is not clear what is the source of the tradition in the Luc. version on 2
Chronicles regarding the burial of the king in the garden of 'Uzza and of its reliability. Some scholars assigned great reliability to the tradition, particularly in view of the fact that it contradicts Jeremiah's prophecy. 62 However, it seems that it should be seen instead as the later addition by someone who was trying to create a correspondence between the description of Jehoiakim's burial and Jeremiah's prophecy, according to which the king was given an ass' burial outside of the walls of Jerusalem. 63 The additional comment in the Luc. version according to which Jehoiakim was buried "with his fathers" was written by someone who was trying to integrate the secondary tradition with the information stating that Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:18) and Amon (21:26) were buried in the garden of 'Uzza.
Summary
An attempt to synthesize all of the accounts of the death and burial of King Jehoiakim, together with the chronological manipulations regarding the date of his death, can serve as a basis for fascinating historical reconstruction. However, an independent investigation of every source, together with an evaluation of its time, the purpose for which it was written, and the level of historical reliability, are a 14 precondition for any reconstruction, and at times can take the sting out of such reconstruction.
5.2.
5.3.
In the case of the death of Jehoiakim, it seems that the simplest and least speculative reconstruction of all that is the most likely and most appropriate for the complex of historical data that have been preserved. Insofar as the author of the description in the Book of Kings knew about events in Judah in the last years of the kingdom, the king's death was not attended by any unusual circumstances. He died after an eleven-year reign and was buried in Jerusalem, exactly on the eve of Nebuchadrezzar's campaign, which was aimed at suppressing the revolt and destroying the city. His death saved the city from destruction and enabled the small kingdom an additional eleven years of rule.
Did secret events take place in the royal palace that were unknown to the residents of the city? Was Jehoiakim's death the result of a sophisticated conspiracy whose perpetrators or circumstances were not revealed and not known to his contemporaries? This may be the case, but it is better to remember that there is no contemporary information of that kind, and later accounts of it are filling in the gaps and try to create harmony between the lacunae in the Book of Kings and the curses of the prophet Jeremiah as to the fate of the sinner king.
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